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Acting Secretary
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In accordance with Section 1.1206 of the Commission's Rules, enclosed are two (2)
copies of ex parte presentations filed in connection with PR Docket 93-144 by the
following entities:

1. Ashcroft lTV, Inc.
2. SGTV, Inc.
3. Harrowby TV, Inc.
4. HGTV, Inc.
5. Italia TV, Inc.
6. JBTV, Inc.
7. MTI (U.S.), Inc.
B, O'Neil TV, Inc.
9. RMTV, Inc.
10. Tenth Street TV, Inc.
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The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" street, N.W. Room 826, Stop Code 0103
Washington, D.C. 20554

May 3,1995

Concerning: FCC's Plan to Relocate/Revoke SMR Licenses

Dear Commissioner Barrett:

I was stunned to learn, as an owner of numerous SMR licenses
in many markets, that the FCC now plans to relocate (or effectively
to revoke) my SMR licenses. As the FCC surely realizes, there simply
aren't enough frequencies to permit relocations, mandatory or
otherwise.

I am planning to interconnect my SMR channels over multiple
markets with those of other licensees (who have joined me
agreements to do this) and to form wide-area systems of our own.
Unless all of my channels can be relocated in a way that will permit
such interconnections, I will deprived of my license rights - without
a hearing or other legal proceeding. That doesn't seem right or
legal. The small fees that the auctions will bring hardly justifies the
creation of a Nextel monopoly or the deprivation of the rights of so
many eXisting SMR companies.

I hope that the Commission will reconsider taking such illegal
actions.

Sincerely,
/S/

Cindy Ashcroft

Ashcroft lTV, Inc. 13865 South Dixie Hwy., Suite 308, Miami, Florida 33178



The Honorable Rachalle B. Chong
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "Mil Street, N.W. Room 844, Stop Code 0103
Washington, D.C. 20554

May 3, 1995

Concerning: FCC's Plan to Relocate/Revoke SMR Licenses

Dear Commissioner Chong:

I was stunned to learn, as an owner of numerous SMR licenses
in many markets, that the FCC now plans to relocate (or effectively
to revoke) my SMR licenses. As the FCC surely realizes, there simply
aren't enough frequencies to permit relocations, mandatory or
otherwise.

I am planning to interconnect my SMR channels over mUltiple
markets with those of other licensees (who have joined me
agreements to do this) and to form wide-area systems of our own.
Unless all of my channels can be relocated in a way that will permit
such interconnections, I will deprived of my license rights - without
a hearing or other legal proceeding. That doesn't seem right or
legal. The small fees that the auctions will bring hardly justifies the
creation of a Nextel monopoly or the deprivation of the rights of so
many existing SMR companies.

I hope that the Commission will reconsider taking such illegal
actions.

Sincerely,
/S/

Cindy Ashcroft

Ashcroft lTV, Inc. 13865 South Dixie Hwy., Suite 308, Miami, Florida 33178



May 3, 1995The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street N.W. Room 814, Stop Code 0101
Washington, D.C. 20554

Concerning: FCC's Plan to Relocate/Revoke SMR Licenses

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I was stunned to learn, as an owner of numerous SMR licenses
in many markets, that the FCC now plans to relocate (or effectively
to revoke) my SMR licenses. As the FCC surely realizes, there simply
aren't enough frequencies to permit relocations, mandatory or
otherwise.

I am planning to interconnect my SMR channels over multiple
markets with those of other licensees (who have joined me
agreements to do this) and to form wide-area systems of our own.
Unless all of my channels can be relocated in a way that will permit
such interconnections, I will deprived of my license rights - without
a hearing or other legal proceeding. That doesn't seem right or
legal. The small fees that the auctions will bring hardly justifies the
creation of a Nextel monopoly or the deprivation of the rights of so
many existing SMR companies.

I hope that the Commission will reconsider taking such illegal
actions.

Sincerely,

/SI

Cindy Ashcroft

Ashcroft lTV, Inc. 13865 South Dixie Hwy., Suite 308, Miami, Florida 33178



May 3, 1995The Honorable Susan P. Ness
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 832, Stop Code 0104
Washington, D.C. 20554

Concerning: FCC's Plan to Relocate/Revoke SMR Licenses

Dear Commissioner Ness:

I was stunned to learn, as an owner of numerous SMR licenses
in many markets, that the FCC now plans to relocate (or effectively
to revoke) my SMR licenses. As the FCC surely realizes, there simply
aren't enough frequencies to permit relocations, mandatory or
otherwise.

I am planning to interconnect my SMR channels over multiple
markets with those of other licensees (who have joined me
agreements to do this) and to form wide-area systems of our own.
Unless all of my channels can be relocated in a way that will permit
such interconnections, I will deprived of my license rights - without
a hearing or other legal proceeding. That doesn't seem right or
legal. The small fees that the auctions will bring hardly justifies the
creation of a Nextel monopoly or the deprivation of the rights of so
many eXisting SMR companies.

I hope that the Commission will reconsider taking such illegal
actions.

Sincerely,
/S/

Cindy Ashcroft

Ashcroft lTV, Inc. 13865 South Dixie Hwy., Suite 308, Miami, Florida 33178



May 3,1995Commissioner QueUo
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 802, Stop Code 0106
Washington, D.C. 20554

Concerning: FCC's Plan to Relocate/Revoke SMR Licenses

Dear Commissioner Quello:

I was stunned to learn, as an owner of numerous SMR licenses
in many markets, that the FCC now plans to relocate (or effectively
to revoke) my SMR licenses. As the FCC surely realizes, there simply
aren't enough frequencies to permit relocations, mandatory or
otherwise.

I am planning to interconnect my SMR channels over mUltiple
markets with those of other licensees (who have joined me
agreements to do this) and to form wide-area systems of our own.
Unless all of my channels can be relocated in a way that will permit
such interconnections, I will deprived of my license rights - without
a hearing or other legal proceeding. That doesn't seem right or
legal. The small fees that the auctions will bring hardly justifies the
creation of a Nextel monopoly or the deprivation of the rights of so
many existing SMR companies.

I hope that the Commission will reconsider taking such illegal
actions.

Sincerely,
/S/

Cindy Ashcroft

Ashcroft lTV, Inc. 13865 South Dixie Hwy., Suite 308, Miami, Florida 33178



Sandra K. Gilbert
SGTV, Inc.

1038 Sourthpark Drive
Columbia. Missouri 65201-5220

May2,1995

tIfi.e 9fonorabCe .9lndrew C. tlJarrett
iJeaeralCommunications Commission
1919 °M'Street, 9£w. !!Wom 826, Stop Code 0103
Wasfiington, 'D.c. 20554

1(e: fCC's 7?etroactive 'lJestnution of(£;ristina SfJvf!R Licensees' '1?iafits

'Dear Commissioner tlJarrett:

;tis a fioCde.r ofS:M!J{[icenses in mu[tipCe mar~ts (and as the owner and
operator ofa ce[[ufar system for five years), I must protest the iJCCs apparent
pfan to destroy the riglits ofeliisting [icensees 6y forcing them to reCocate tfieir
e~isting [icensees to newfrequencies.

Tfi.ere simp[y aren't enougli alternative frequenciesi the footprints wif[
varyi no new wUfe-area consortia will fiave a cfiance to compete with ~~tef. 9{p
one efse can come up witli enougli cfiannefs to justify meaningful EUfs. %is
scheme is c{earfy a master pfan to tum over af{ of800 fM2{z S:M!J( to ~~te{, ana
tfiat's against pu6[ic po{icy, tfie anti-trust Caws and tfie Commission's '!Udes.

IfCess tfian .9tLL of my {icensees are reCocated to comparaECe frequencies,
my engineers te[[ me tfiat it wife 6e impossi6[e for me to 6uifd and operate tfie
mu[tipCe mar~t wide-area system tfiat I fiave 6een pCanning, witli otfiers, for
rougfify two years now} depriving me and otfiers ofagreat deal of liard-eamed
value. I, and many otfiers, fiave re[ied in goodfaitli on the iJCC's fong standing
S9Yf!R...rufesj we've spent a Cot of time and money Jaing SOi surefy tfie iJCC won't
stealaway our [icenses now 6y forcing us to switcli to otfier cfiannefs tfiat simp{y
cannot teclinica{{y serve tlie same purposes of permitting us to operate
interconnectedsystems witliin tfie foot prints tliat we fiave esta6{isfiei.

So, if tfie iJCC decides to aisrupt S9Yf!R...jurtfier 6y sucli reCocations, the
refocaticns must Ee Jane on a o/OLV!J£'I.9I!R.:Y 6asis, Cetting tlie mar~t pface
aictate the outcome. Surefy any Cesser treatment of the existing [icensees woufd
6e faunagross[y unfair anaif[egaf6y t(le courts.

'1lery trufy yours,
/s/

Sandra K. Gilbert



Sandra K. Gilbert
SGTV. Inc.

1038 Sourthpark Drive
Columbia, Missouri 65201-5220

May2} 1995

%e :Honora6Ce tJqu;fiafCe 'E. Cfwng
~ederal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street} !i'£W. 1?9om 844} Stop Coae 0103
Wasliington} fJJ.[. 20554

1fe: 'FCC's l<etrotUtive fJJest1UctWn of'ExistinaS%$ Licensees'l<i$lits

fJJear Commissioner Cliong:

J.ls a IioCtier ofS9vf2{Cicenses in muCtipCe marKg.ts (ana as tfie owner ana
operator ofa ce[{uCar system for five years)} I must protest tfie 'ICes apparent
pCan to destroy tfie riglits ofe;rjsting Cicensees Gy forcing tfiem to reCocate tfieir
e;rjsting Cicensees to new frequencies.

%ere simp[y aren't enougli a£temative frequencies/ tlie footprints wiCC
vary/ no new wide-area consortia wif[ liave a cfiance to compete witli !fi&;cteL !J{p
one eCse can come up witli enougli cfianneCs to justify meaningful 6ids. %is
scfieme is cCear{y a master pCan to tum over a[{of800 !JvfJ{z S9v/2l to !fi&;rpe' ana
tliat's against pu6[ic poCicy} tfie anti-trost Caws ana tfie Commission's 2UJfes.

If Cess tfian 5tLL of my Cicensees are reCocatea to compara6Ce frequencies;
my engineers te[{ me tfiat it wifC Ge impossi6Ce for me to Guifa ana operate tfie
mu[tipCe marKg.t wide-area system tliat I fiave Geen pCanning; witli otfiers} for
rougfi{y two years now} aepriving me ana otfiers of agreat deal of fiara-earnea
value. Lana many otfiers} fiave re{iea in gooafaitli on tfie 'ICC's {ong stanaing
S9v/2lru{es/ we've spent a Cot of time ana money tfoing SOi sure{y tfie 'ICC won't
stealaway our {icenses now Gy forcing us to switcli to otfier cfianneCs tliat simpCy
cannot teclinicaCCy serve tlie same purposes of permitting us to operate
interconnecteasystems witliin tfie foot prints tliat we liave esta6Cisfiecf.

So} if tfie ~cc decUes to aisrupt SM1(jurtfier 6y sucli reCocations} tfie
reCocations must be c£one on a o/OL1EJ{rrJt2?!Y 6asis} Cetting tlie marKg.t pCace
aictate tfie outcome. SureCy any Cesser treatment of tfie e;rjsting Cicensees wouCa
be founagross[y unfair ana iJIegal Gy tfie courts.

Very tru[y yours}
/S/

Sandra K. Gilbert



Sandra K. Gilbert
SGTV, Inc.

1038 Sourthpark Drive
Columbia. Missouri 65201-5220

May 21 1995

'11ie :HonoraECe 1?f,.ea'E. :J{unatl Cfiairman
:FeaerafCommunications Commission
1919 °M"Streetl 9iw. !R,pom 8141 Stop Cocfe 0101
CWasfiingtonl 'D.c. 20554

{Re: fCC's 7?etroactive 'Destruction o/i£tistinOS!Jvf!R Licensees' 7?i.Dfits

'Dear Cfiairman :J{undt:

5Ls a fio{cfer ofSM1?.Jiunses in mu{tipCe marK.!ts (and as tfie owner and
operator ofa ce{{ufar system for five years}l I must protest tfie !FCC's apparent
pfan to tfestroy tfie riglits ofexjsting licensees 6y forcing tfiem to refocate tfieir
exjsting {icensees to newfrequencies.

'Tfiere simp[y aren't enougli afternative frequencies; tlie footprints wi[{
vary; no new wU£e-area consortia wi£{ fiave a cfiance to compete witli fJ\&?(jeL 9{sJ
one efse can come up witli enougli cliannefs to justify meaningful 6itfs. 'TIiis
scfieme is cCear[y a masterpfan to tum over a{{ of800 :Jv(J{z S9vf!J( to fJ\&7(te' and
tfiat's against pu6[ic po[icYI tlie anti-trust raws ana tlie Commission's ~Ces.

If Cess tfian JUL ofmy Cicensees are relocated to comparaECe frequenciesl
my engineers te{{ me tliat it uJi{{ Ee impossiE[e for me to 6uild and operate tlie
mu{tipCe marK.!t wide-area system tliat I liave been pfanningl witli otliersl for
TOugli[y two years nowl cfepriving me and otliers ofa great deaf of nard-eamea
vafue. II and many otliersl fiave rdied in goodfaitli on tlie :FCC's long standing
S'J£I(ru[esi we've spent a Cot of time and money doing SOj surely tlie :FCC won't
steafaway our [icenses now byforcing us to switcfi to otfier cnannefs tfiat simpfy
cannot teclinica{{y serve tlie same purposes of permitting us to operate
interconnecteasystems witliin tfie foot prints tliat we liave estaE[isfietf.

501 if tlie !FCC aecitfes to aisrupt SM2{furtlier by sucfi refocationsl tlie
relocations must Ee done on a VOLV!J£CJ'J4!R!Y basisl letting tlie marK.!t place
dictate tfie outcome. Surefy any Cesser treatment of tfie e7(isting Cicensees wou[d
6e founagross{y unfair and iffegaf6y tlie courts.

Very truly yours!
/s/

Sandra K. Gilbert



Sandra K. Gilbert
SG1V, Inc.

1038 Sourthpark Drive
Columbia. Missouri 65201-5220

May 2, 1995

'I1ie !J-fonora6fe Susan P. 9.&ss
!Federal CommunuatWns Commission
1919 "M" Street, fJ£ W !R,sJom 832, Stop Code 0104
uJasfiington, 'D.c. 20554

:Re: rcc's :Retroactive 'Destruction ofT-xistin9 S9vf$. Luensees' :Riahts

'Dear Commissioner 9.&ss:

YL5 a fioUer ofS9vf!J([icenses in muCtipfe mar~ts (anaas the owner ana
operator ofa ce[[uCar system for five years), I must protest the !FCes apparent
pCan to destroy the rights ofexjsting [uensees byforcing tliem to reCocate their
exjsting [uensees to newfrequencies.

'Tfiere simply aren't enougfi a!temative frequencies; the footprints wi[[
vary; no new wide-area consortia wi«have a chance to compete with 9if-l(jeL 9{p
one eCse can come up with enough channeCs to justify meaningful bids. This
scheme is c[earCy a master pCan to tum over a«of800 !JvtJ{z S9vf!J( to 9if-l(jeh anti
tfiat's against pub[u po[uy, tfie anti-trost Caws ana the Commission's :R.flfes.

If fess than YLLL of my licensees are reCocatea to comparabfe frequencies,
my engineers te[[ me tfiat it wife be impossible for me to buila ana operate the
multiple mar~t wide-area system that I fiave been pCanning, with otfiers, for
rougfiCy two years now, depriving me ana otfiers of a great deaf of fiara-eamea
va!ue. I, ana many otfiers, nave reCiea in gooafaith on tfie !FCc's long stanaing
SM1{ru[esj we've spent a [at of time ana money tfoing SOj sureCy tfie !FCC won't
stea!away our [uenses now byforcing us to switch to other cnanneCs that simply
cannot technically serve the same purposes of permitting us to operate
interconnecteasystems within the foot prints that we have esta6[ishecf.

So, if the !FCC decitfes to aisrupt S9vf!J(furtlier by such reCocations, tfie
relocations must be clone on a o/OL'l.13{fJ'f!l!R.!Y basis, letting the mar~t peace
autate tfie outcome. SureCy any fesser treatment of tfie e;cisting licensees wouCa
be faunagrossly unfair ana i££egaI by tlie courts.

1/ery truly yours,
/S/

Sandra K. Gilbert



Sandra K. Gilbert
SGlV, Inc.

1038 Sourthpark Drive
Colwnbia. Missouri 65201-5220

May2,1995

Commissioner QjJ.effo
~uferaf Communu.ations Commission
1919 '9vfStreet,g.£W. 1?pom 802, Stop Code 0106
Wasliington, tlJ.c. 20554

[Re: fCC's !Retroactive tlJestruction ofT-xistino S7vf!R Lu.ensees' !Ri,glits

tlJear Commissioner QJle{fo:

.9ls a IioUer ofSfJvf!l({u.enses in muCtipCe mark!-ts (ant[ as tlie owner ana
operator ofa ce{{u{ar systemfor five years), I must protest tlie ~CCs apparent
pran to J:estroy tlie riglits ofe;(j.sting {u.ensees 6y forcing tliem to refocate tlieir
e7(isting {iC-ensees to newfrequencies.

~re simpCy aren't enougli afternative frequenciesj tlie footprints wi{{

varyi no neW wide-area consortia wi{{ liave a cliance to compete witli ~7(tec. 9{sJ
one eCse can come up witli enougli clianneCs to justify meaningfulbU£s. rrFiis
sclieme is cCeany a master pran to tum over a{{of800 9rtJ{z SfJIf!.]( to ~7(te{, ana
tliat's against pu6{ic po{icy, tlie anti-trust Caws ana tlie Commission's 1<flCes.

If Cess tlian UL of my {icensees are re{ocatea to compara6Ce frequencies,
my engineers te{{ me tliat it wif{ 6e impossi6Ce for me to 6uila ana operate tlie
mu{tipCe mark!-t wiJ:e-area system tliat I {wve 6een pfanning, witli otliers, for
rougliCy two years now, depriving me ana otliers ofagreat deaf of tiara-eamea
vaCue. I, ana many otliers, have rdiea in gooafaitli on the 1'CC's {ong standing
S:M!R... rulesj we've spent a {at of time and money doing SOj surety tlie :FCC won't
stealaway our {u.enses now byforcing us to switcli to otlier cfianneCs tliat simpCy
cannot teclinicaCCy serve tlie same purposes of permitting us to operate
interconnecteasystems witliin tlie foot prints tliat we liave esta6CislietL

So, if tlie ~cc decUes to aisrupt S!M!R...furtlier by sueli reCocations, tlie
reCocations must be done on a 1JOLfl.J3{~ basis, Cetting tlie mark!-t pCace
au.tate tlie outcome. SureCyany Cesser treatment of tlie e7(isting Cicensees wou{a
6e faunagrossfy unfair ana ifCegaf6y tfie courts.

1Jery truCy yours,
/s/

Sandra K. Gilbert



Harry A. Gilbert
HG1V, Inc.

1038 Sourthpark Drive
Columbia. Missouri 65201-5220

'Ifie J-{onora6[e ~ea 'E. J-{unat, Chairman
:Federa[Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, 9{W. 1?,sJom S14, Stop Code 0101
Washington, 'D.c. 20554

'Be: fCC's P[anned'Befocation ofsoo MJ{z SM'B Licensees

'Dear Chairman :Hundt:

May 5, 1995

J'ls a five year 6ui[der/owner/operator of a cef[u[ar system ana as an owner of
numerous SOO MJ-{z sM1( ficenses in many markf-ts, I was shockf-d to [earn from my
attorneys that the :FCC is now p[anning to auction SM1( "wide-area" [icenses, and, since
there is a[most no un[icensedSM1(spectrum [eft, the :FCC p[ans to force e;rjsting sM1(
Cicensees to refocate to different frequencies. 5tccording to my engineers, any such
refocations wi[[ deprive me of the vaCue of my Cicenses, 6ecause they are in muCitpCe
markf-ts, are part ofa Joot print" ofmy own, ana aCC ofmy Cicenses have been committed
to a joint venture with other ficensees 6y which we have agreea to operate our own
wide-area system. J'ls such, my engineers insist that there simp{y are g{O other
frequencies to which I can refocate andstier participate in my p{annedwide-area system.
'Ifiey say that on[y 'l\&;rteG with its huge quantity of channers, is the on{y entity that
can witlistand sucfi new ru[es, and, indeed, tfiat iJ..&;rtef wire be tfie on[y entity to
survive in tfie SOo f}v{J-{z band. Wfiy is tfie fCC so determined to create a monopo[yfor
'J/extef? Wfiy are 7Vettefs rigfits superior to those ofcountCess smarrSM$.;Brms?

I simp[y can't understand fiow tfie :FCC can estab{isfi ru[es years ago, based on
wfiich I prepared and fiCed appCications some two years ago, many of which were

_granted a[most tfiat (ong ago, and now retroactive[y deprive me of tfiose Cicense rigfits. I
spend a great dear of time and money on engineers, (awyers, etc., preparing tfiose
appCications and devefoping the p(ans to bui(d and operate a wiae-area system of my
own. I'm not a (awyer, but I don't see fiow tfie Constitution, tfie Communications Jilct,
tfie :FCC's 1(u[es and tfie 'Budget Jilct can be served by sucfi retroactive ru[e cfianges, and
I thinK that tfie courts won1t agree with such aisregard of the rights of Cicensees, ana I
hope that the fCC wi{[ reconsider any sucfi i[[ega{ refocation ofmy [icenses.

Sincerefy yours,
/s/

:Harry Jil. Cji[bert



Harrowby TV, Inc.
P. O. Box 7957

Aspen. Colorado 81612

May 4. 1995
The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 826. Stop Code 0103
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: FCC Proposal to Create a Nextel Monopoly in 800 MHz SMR Channels

Dear Commissioner Barrett:

As the prior builder. owner and five-year operator of two cellular systems.
and as the owner of many 800 MHz SMR licenses in several states that have
already been approved for slow growth and for operation as a wide-area SMR
system. I am gravely concerned over the FCC's apparent plan to auction wide-area
SMR systems and to mandate relocation of many or most existing SMR licenses.
to create a Virtually certain monopoly for Nextel. who has built its SMR channel
empire with countless FCC waivers and favors. Insurmountable technical and
legal hurdles exist.

Technically, there simply aren't enough channels to sell; nor are there
workable channels to which existing licensees can locate; existing SMR
operations will be disrupted. perhaps permanently; wide-area systems that others
now contemplate (including HTV) and can implement, with the channels that they
now possess. will be eliminated forever. Technically, except for Favored Son
Nextel, the auction-relocation scheme won't work. period.

Legally. this belated. ex post facto destruction of vested licensee-property
rights can hardly be legal, be it under the Constitution, the Communications Act.
the Budget Act or the FCC's own Rules and Regulations. Contrary to the view of
some, no "new" service is being created; nor is any "white area" being served. as
there are virtually no areas that are not covered by existing licensed channels; nor
do the de minimus fees from SMR auctions justify overriding the sensitive
legalities that are being ignored by such draconian relocations. Finally, there will
surely be appeals that will last ad infinitum. and these appeals will disrupt any
quiet title that the auction winners might seek; simply said. who will fmance such
licenses in a legal quagmire of that magnitude?

Equitably. the auction-relocation plan will devastate countless small SMR
operators and licensees; it will negate wide-area systems that are now possible
with the channels already licensed; it will delay SMR service across the board; it
will create legal Gordian knots that will not be unraveled for years; no one will
truly benefit. except Nextel for whom an 800 MHz monopoly is clearly in the
making. courtesy of the FCC.

Therefore. I respectfully request that FCC not mandate relocations of my
SMR channels.

Respectfully submitted.
/S/

Cindy Kohar-t. V.P. Harrowby 1V. Inc.



Harrowby TV, Inc.
P. O. Box 7957

Aspen, Colorado 81612

May 4, 1995
The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chainnan
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 814, Stop Code 0101
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: FCC Proposal to Create a Nextel Monopoly in 800 MHz SMR Channels

Dear Chainnan Hundt:

As the prior builder, owner and five-year operator of two cellular systems,
and as the owner of many 800 MHz SMR licenses in several states that have
already been approved for slow growth and for operation as a Wide-area SMR
system, I am gravely concerned over the FCC's apparent plan to auction wide-area
SMR systems and to mandate relocation of many or most existing SMR licenses,
to create a Virtually certain monopoly for Nextel, who has built its SMR channel
empire with countless FCC waivers and favors. Insunnountable technical and
legal hurdles exist.

Technically, there simply aren't enough channels to sell; nor are there
workable channels to which existing licensees can locate; existing SMR
operations Will be disrupted, perhaps pennanently; wide-area systems that others
now contemplate (including H1V) and can implement, with the channels that they
now possess, will be eliminated forever. Technically, except for Favored Son
Nextel, the auction-relocation scheme won't work, period.

Legally, this belated, ex post facto destruction of vested licensee-property
rights can hardly be legal, be it under the Constitution, the Communications Act,
the Budget Act or the FCC's own Rules and Regulations. Contrary to the view of
some, no "new" service is being created; nor is any "white area" being served, as
there are virtually no areas that are not covered by existing licensed channels; nor
do the de minimus fees from SMR auctions justify overriding the sensitive
legalities that are being ignored by such draconian relocations. Finally, there will
surely be appeals that will last ad infinitum, and these appeals will disrupt any
quiet title that the auction winners might seek; simply said, who will finance such
licenses in a legal quagmire of that magnitude?

Equitably, the auction-relocation plan will devastate countless small SMR
operators and licensees; it will negate wide-area systems that are now possible
with the channels already licensed; it will delay SMR service across the board; it
will create legal Gordian knots that will not be unraveled for years; no one will
truly benefit. except Nextel for whom an 800 MHz monopoly is clearly in the
making. courtesy of the FCC.

Therefore, I respectfully request that FCC not mandate relocations of my
SMR channels.

Respectfully submitted,
lsi

Cindy Kohart. V.P. Harrowby TV, Inc.



Harrowby TV, Inc.
P. O. Box 7957

Aspen, Colorado 81612

May 4,1995

The Honorable Rachalle B. Chong
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 844, Stop Code 0103
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: FCC Proposal to Create a Nextel Monopoly in 800 MHz SMR Channels

Dear Commissioner Chong:

As the prior builder, owner and five-year operator of two cellular systems,
and as the owner of many 800 MHz SMR licenses in several states that have
already been approved for slow growth and for operation as a wide-area SMR
system, I am gravely concerned over the FCC's apparent plan to auction wide-area
SMR systems and to mandate relocation of many or most existing SMR licenses,
to create a virtually certain monopoly for Nextel, who has built its SMR channel
empire with countless FCC waivers and favors. Insurmountable technical and
legal hurdles exist.

Technically, there simply aren't enough channels to sell; nor are there
workable channels to which existing licensees can locate; existing SMR
operations will be disrupted, perhaps permanently; wide-area systems that others
now contemplate (including H1V) and can implement, with the channels that they
now possess, will be eliminated forever. Technically, except for Favored Son
Nextel, the auction-relocation scheme won't work, period.

Legally, this belated, ex post facto destruction of vested licensee-property
rights can hardly be legal, be it under the Constitution, the Communications Act,
the Budget Act or the FCC's own Rules and Regulations. Contrary to the view of
some, no "new" service is being created; nor is any "white area" being served, as
there are virtually no areas that are not covered by existing licensed channels; nor
do the de minimus fees from SMR auctions justify overriding the sensitive
legalities that are being ignored by such draconian relocations. Finally, there will
surely be appeals that will last ad infinitum, and these appeals will disrupt any
quiet title that the auction winners might seek; simply said, who will finance such
lieenses in a legal quagmire of that magnitude?

EqUitably, the auction-relocation plan will devastate countless small SMR
operators and licensees; it will negate wide-area systems that are now possible
with the channels already licensed; it will delay SMR service across the board; it
will create legal Gordian knots that will not be unraveled for years; no one will
truly benefit, except Nextel for whom an 800 MHz monopoly is clearly in the
making, courtesy of the FCC.

Therefore, I respectfully request that FCC not mandate relocations of my
SMR channels.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/

Cindy Kohart. V.P. Harrowby lV, Inc.



Harrowby TV, Inc.
P. O. Box 7957

Aspen, Colorado 81612

May 4,1995
The Honorable Susan P. Ness
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 832, Stop Code 0104
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: FCC Proposal to Create a Nextel Monopoly in 800 MHz SMR Channels

Dear Commissioner Ness:

As the prior builder, owner and five-year operator of two cellular systems,
and as the owner of many 800 MHz SMR licenses in several states that have
already been approved for slow growth and for operation as a wide-area SMR
system, I am gravely concerned over the FCC's apparent plan to auction wide-area
SMR systems and to mandate relocation of many or most existing SMR licenses,
to create a virtually certain monopoly for Nextel, who has built its SMR channel
empire with countless FCC waivers and favors. Insurmountable technical and
legal hurdles exist.

Technically, there simply aren't enough channels to sell; nor are there
workable channels to which existing licensees can locate; existing SMR
operations will be disrupted, perhaps permanently; wide-area systems that others
now contemplate (including H1V) and can implement, with the channels that they
now possess, will be eliminated forever. Technically, except for Favored Son
Nextel, the auction-relocation scheme won't work, period.

Legally, this belated, ex post facto destruction of vested licensee-property
rights can hardly be legal, be it under the Constitution, the Communications Act,
the Budget Act or the FCC's own Rules and Regulations. Contrary to the view of
some, no "new" service is being created; nor is any "white area" being served, as
there are virtually no areas that are not covered by existing licensed channels; nor
do the de minimus fees from SMR auctions justify overriding the sensitive
legalities that are being ignored by such draconian relocations. Finally, there will
surely be appeals that will last ad infinitum, and these appeals will disrupt any
quiet title that the auction winners might seek; simply said, who will fmance such
licenses in a legal quagmire of that magnitude?

EqUitably, the auction-relocation plan will devastate countless small SMR
operators and licensees; it will negate wide-area systems that are now possible
with the channels already licensed; it will delay SMR service across the board; it
will create legal Gordian knots that will not be unraveled for years; no one will
truly benefit. except Nextel for whom an 800 MHz monopoly is clearly in the
making. courtesy of the FCC.

Therefore, I respectfully request that FCC not mandate relocations of my
SMR channels.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/

Cindy Kohart. V.P. Harrowbv 1V. Inc.



Harrowby TV, Inc.
P. O. Box 7957

Aspen, Colorado 81612

May 4, 1995
Commissioner Quello
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 802, Stop Code 0106
Washington. D.C. 20554

Re: FCC Proposal to Create a Nextel Monopoly in 800 MHz SMR Channels

Dear Commissioner QueUo:

As the prior builder, owner and five-year operator of two cellular systems.
and as the owner of many 800 MHz SMR licenses in several states that have
already been approved for slow growth and for operation as a wide-area SMR
system, I am gravely concerned over the FCC's apparent plan to auction wide-area
SMR systems and to mandate relocation of many or most existin~ SMR licenses,
to create a virtually certain monopoly for Nextel, who has built its SMR channel
empire with countless FCC waivers and favors. Insurmountable technical and
legal hurdles exist.

Technically. there simply aren't enough channels to sell; nor are there
workable channels to which existing licensees can locate; existing SMR
operations will be disrupted. perhaps permanently; wide-area systems that others
now contemplate (including H1V) and can implement, with the channels that they
now possess. will be eliminated forever. Technically. except for Favored Son
Nextel, the auction-relocation scheme won't work, period.

Legally, this belated, ex post facto destruction of vested licensee-property
rights can hardly be legal, be it under the Constitution, the Communications Act,
the Budget Act or the FCC's own Rules and Regulations. Contrary to the view of
some, no "new" service is being created; nor is any "white area" being served. as
there are virtually no areas that are not covered by existing licensed channels: nor
do the de minimus fees from SMR auctions justify overriding the sensitive
legalities that are being ignored by such draconian relocations. Finally, there will
surely be appeals that will last ad infinitum, and these appeals will disrupt any
quiet title that the auction winners might seek; simply said, who will finance such
licenses in a legal quagmire of that magnitude?

Equitably, the auction-relocation plan will devastate countless small SMR
operators and licensees; it will negate wide-area systems that are now possible
with the channels already licensed; it will delay SMR service across the board; it
will create legal Gordian knots that will not be unraveled for years; no one will
truly benefit. except Nextel for whom an 800 MHz monopoly is clearly in the
making, courtesy of the FCC.

Therefore. I respectfully request that FCC not mandate relocations of my
SMR channels.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/

Cindy Rohart, \J .P. Harrowby I V, Inc.



Harry A. Gilbert
HGTV. Inc.

1038 Sourthpark Drive
Columbia. Missouri 65201-5220

rrTl£ J-fonorab{e 1\JUfia{{e 'E. Cliong
!Federa{ Communkations Commission
1919 'f)vf Street, ~W. 1<9om 844, Stop Code 0103
Wasfiington, 'D.c. 20554

$.e: rcc's P{anned7\docation oEsoo iJv{J{z Si]v($. Licensees
»

'Dear Commissioner Cfiong:

May 5, 1995

Jls a five year bui{derlownerloperator of a ce{{u{ar system and as an owner of
numerous 800 9vfJ{z Si]v(!l( Cicenses in many mark!-ts, I was sliock!-d to {earn from my
attorneys tliat tlie !FCC is now p{anning to auction Si]v(!l( 'wide-area' {kenses, anti, since
tliere is a{most no un{icenset{Si]v(!l(spectrum {eft, tlie !FCC p{ans to force e7(jsting SfJvf2(
Cicensees to reCocate to different frequencies. JIccorC£ing to my engineers, any sucfi
reCocations wire C£eprive me of tfie va{ue of my Cicenses, because tliey are in muCitp{e
marKJts, are part ofa loot print' ofmy own, anC£ aCe ofmy {kenses liave been committeC£
to a joint venture witfi otfier Cicensees vy wfiicfi we fiave agreeC£ to operate our own
wiC£e-area system. Jls sucfi, my engineers insist tfiat tfiere simp{y are 9{O otfier
frequencies to wfiicfi I can reCocate anC£stierparticipate in my p{annedwide-area system.
%ey say tliat on{y fJ.&7(te[, witfi its fiuge quantity of cfiannefs, is tlie on{y entity tliat
can withstand sucfi new ru{es, ana, inC£eec£, tfiat fJ.&7(teC wire be tlie on{y entity to
survive in tlie 800 i]v(J{z 6and. Wfiy is tlie fCC so c£etennined to create a monopoCyfor
Weftte{? Wfiy are 7fextefs rigfits superior to tfiose ofcountCess smaC{SM!Rfinns?

I simp{y can't unC£erstanC£ liow tfie !FCC can estav{isfi ru{es years ago, based on
wfiicfi I prepared and fi{eC£ appCications some two years ago, many of wlikli were
granteC£ a{most tfiat {ong ago, and noW retroactiveCy c£eprive me of tfiose {kense riglits. I

- spenC£ a great dear of time and money on engineers, {awyers, etc., preparing tfiose
appCications anC£ deveCoping tfie p{ans to 6ui{C£ and operate a witfe·area system of my
own. I'm not a {awyer, vut I C£on't see fiow tlie Constitution, tlie Communications JIct,
tfie !FCC's 1\Jt{es anC£ tfie 'EuC£get JIct can 6e served vy sucfi retroactive ruCe cfianges, and
I tfiink tfiat tfie courts Won 't ailree with sucfi C£isreilarC£ of tfie rights ofCicensees, and I
fioRe that the rcc wi{{ reconsider any sucli i{{ega{reCocation ofmy {kenses.

SincereCy yours,
/s/

J-fany JI. (ji{bert



Harry A. Gilbert
HG1V, Inc.

1038 Sounhpark Drive
Columbia. Missouri 65201-5220

rrfie 1l0nora6re 54.narew C. 'Barrett
:Fetfera{Communications Commission
1919 n:Ar Streetl :J.£ CJII!. ~om 8261 Stop Coae 0103
Washington, 'D.c. 20554

~e: rce's P{annea$.docation of800 fJvf3{z S%$. Licensees.
'Dear Commissioner 'Barrett:

%ay51 1995

54.s a five year 6ui{aer/owner/operator of a ceC{u{ar system ana as an owner of
numerous 800 MJ-f.z sM1( Cicenses in many markf-tsl I was shockf-a to {earn from my
attorneys that the :FCC is now p{anning to auction sM1( nwiae-area' [icensesl anC£ since
there is a[most no un[icenseaSM1(spectrum {eftl the :FCC p[ans to force e;dsting SM1(
ficensees to refocate to aifferent frequencies. 5lccoraing to my engineersl any such
reCocations wi[[ deprive me of the va[ue of my ficensesl because they are in mufitp[e
markf-ts, are part ofa foot print n ofmy own, and a[[ ofmy ficenses have been committea
to a joint venture with other Cicensees 6y which we have agreed to operate our own
wiae-area system. 54.s such, my engineers insist that there simp[y are 'J{O other
frequencies to which I can reCocate ana stiC[participate in my p[anned wiae-area system.
rrfiey say that on[y 'J.&7(teG with its huge quantity of channefsl is the on[y entity that
can witfistana such new ru[es, anC£ inaeeC£ that 'J.&7(tef wire be the on{y entity to
survive in the 800 M:J£z bane£. Why is the rcc so determinea to create a monopo{yfor
Wextef? Why are 2{exte['s rights superior to those ofcountress smarrSM$..firms?

I simp[y can't understand how the :FCC can estab{ish ru[es years ago, basea on
which I preparea and fiCea appfications some two years ago, many of which were
grantea a[most that [ong ago, ana now retroaetivdy aeprive me of those [icense rights. I
spena a great dear of time ana money on engineers, {awyers, etc., preparing those

- appCications ana aevefoping the p[ans to bui[a and operate a wiae-area system of my
own. I'm not a [awyerJ 6ut I aon't see how the Constitution, the Communications 5lctl

the :FCCs '1VL[es and the 'Budget 5let can 6e served 6y such retroactive ru[e changes, ana
I think that the courts won't agree with such disregard of the rights of Cicensees, and I
fiope that the rcc wi[[ reconsider any such i[[ega[ rdocation ofmy [icenses.

Sincerefy yours,
/s/

J{any 51.. qi[bert



Harry A. Gilbert
HGN, Inc.

1038 Sourthpark Drive
Columbia, Missouri 65201-5220

rrTie :J{onora6{e Susan P. ~s
:Feaera{ Communications Commission
1919 ''.Jvf' Street, ~W. 1?JJom 832, Stop Coae 0104
Wasfiington, fJJ.c. 20554

:Re: fCC's P{annea:Relocation of800 MJ--{z S'.Jvf:R Licensees.
fJJear Commissioner 9I&ss:

'.Jvfay 5, 1995

Jt5 afive year 6ui{der/owner/operator ofa ce{{ufar system andas an owner
of numerous 800 9vf3{z S::M1( {iceuses in many mar~ts, I was sfiocks-d to {earn
from my attorneys that tlie :FCC is now p{anning to auction sM1( 'wide~area'

ficeuses, ana, since tfiere is a[mest no unficeused S:M2\. spectrum {eft, tlie :FCC
p{ans to force e~isting S:M1( ficensees to refocate to aifferent frequencies .
.9lccording to my engineers, any such re{ocations wi{{ aeprive me 0"£ tlie vafue of
my {icenses/ 6ecause tliey are in mufitp[e mar!&ts, are part of a 'foot print' ofmy
own/ ana a{{ of my acenses fiave 6een committea to a joint venture witli otlier
{icensees 6y wfiicfi we fiave agreea to operate our own wit£e-area system. Jt5 sucfi,
my engineers insist tfiat there simpfy are fJ{O other frequencies to wfiich I can
re{ocate anastiffparticipate in my p{annea wiie-area system. rrTiey say that on{y
:A&~te~ with its fiuge quantity ofcfianners, is the on{y entity that can witftstana
sucli new ru{es, ana, indeea, tfiat lJ.&~tef wier be tfie onfy entity to survive in tlie
800 9vfJ{z bana. Wfiy is tfie leC so aeterminea to create a monopo[yfor 'Nextef?
Wfiy are :J.[errteCs ri9fits superior to tfiose of count{ess smarrS'.Jvff£firms?

I simpfy can't unaerstana fww tlie :FCC can esta6[ish rufes years ago, 6asea
on wfiich I preparea anafiua app[ications some two years ago/ many of whicfi
were granted a{mest tfiat [ong ago/ and now retroactive{y deprive me of tfiose

- ficense rigfits. I spend agreat aea[of time ana money on engineers, {awyers, etc.,
preparing tfiose appfications and devefoping tfie p{affs to budd and operate a
wide-area system of my own. I'm not a {awyer, 6ut I don't see how tfie
Constitution/ tlie Communications .9lct, the :FCC's ~fes and the 'Budget Ylct can
be servea6y such retroactive ru{e cfianges/ am{ I think that tlie courts won't aoree
with such disreBara of the riBfits of ficensees, and I hope that the fCC wi{{
reconsicfer any sucli u{eBa{ refocation of my £icenses.

Sincerefy yours,
/s/

:J{arry.9l. gi{bert



Harry A. Gilbert
HG1V, Inc.

1038 Sourthpark Drive
Columbia. Missouri 65201-5220

Commissioner Quef[o
J'edera[ Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street! 5'iW. 1\gom 802! Stop Code 0106
Wasfiington/ '1J.c. 20554

:R.e: TCCs P[anned:R,efocation of800 MJiz sM:R, Licensees
>

'1Jear Commissioner Quef[o:

May5!1995

:4.s a five year Gui[der/owner/operator of a cef[u[ar system and as an owner of
numerous 800 MJiz SMIJ( Cicenses in many mar~ts/ I was sfioc/(ed to [earn from my
attorneys that the J'CC is now p[anning to auction SM2( "wide-area" [icenses/ anc£ since
tfiere is a(most no un(icensedSMlJ(spectrum (eft/ the :FCC p(ans to force e7{jsting sMIJ(
ficensees to refocate to different frequencies. Jlccording to my engineers! any such
refocations wi([ deprive me of the va(ue of my ficenses/ Gecause they are in mufitp[e
mar~ts! are part ofa "foot print" ofmy own! and a([ofmy ficenses have 6een committed
to a joint venture with other ficensees Gy which we have agreed to operate our own
wide-area system. 5Ls such! my engineers insist that there simp[y are 9{O other
frequencies to which I can refocate andstiffparticipate in my p(anned wiae-area system.
%ey say that onfy lJ&x:.teG with its huge quantity of channefS! is the on[y entity that
can withstand such new ru[es! ancf, indeec£ that 1I.&ztef wire Ge the on(y entity to
survive in the 800 iJv[1{z Ganef. Why is the :ICC so determined to create a monopo{yfor
'J.kxtef? Why are 'J./exteCs rights superior to those ofcountfess smarrSM:R, firms?

I simp[y can't unaerstand how the :FCC can esta6(ish ru[es years ago! 6ased on
which I preparea and fired appfications some two years ago/ many of wfiich were
granted a(most that (ong ago! and now retroactivefy deprive me of those ficense rights. I

- spend a great dear of time and money on engineers! {awyers! etc./ preparing those
appCications and devefoping the p(ans to Gui[d and operate a wide-area system of my
OWn. I'm not a {awyer! Gut I don't see how the Constitution! the Communications Jlct!
the J'CC's lJ(u{es and the :Budget Jlct can Ge served 6y such retroactive ru[e changes! and
I thinK that the courts won't agree with such disregard of the rig/its of ficensees! and I
hope that the rrcc wi([ reconsider any such i([ega[ refocation a/my Cicenses.

S incerefy yours/
/s/

Harry 51.. (ji[6ert



Italia TV, Inc.
Box 516

Steele, Alabama 35987

The Honorable Andrew C. Barrett May 5,1995
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 826, Stop Code 0103
Washington, D.C. 20554

Request That 800 MHz SMR Not Become Nextel's Monopoly

Dear Commissioner Barrett:

I must ask you to contact the FCC for me and ask
them not to retroactively revoke my SMR licenses, as
my attorneys and engineers now advise that the FCC, in
effect, plans to do, resulting in a monopoly for
Nextel.

Apparently, the FCC is about to give Nextel the
option of buying every MTA for a pittance (as no one
else has enough channels in them to do channels swaps
with existing licensees, like me) and then to force
existing licensees to accept whatever channels Nextel
will swap for them. This will leave me and many
others with spectrum that will make it impossible for
me and others to operate them on an interconnected
basis, as I had planned and contracted to do with
other licensees. Simply put, Nextel will be giving me
channels that may be similar but different from the
channels that I have, which will transmit differently
from different transmitter sites. This seems so
unfair and likely illegal. It seems to be the FCC's
way of picking a few more auction dollars while giving
Nextel a virtually certain monopoly in 800 MHz SMR.

The FCC should not to take any such action, as
many SMR licensees like me have relied in good faith
on the FCC's long standing SMR rules, and have spent
considerable time and money researching markets,

- obtaining FCC licenses, slow growth authorizations,
and affiliating with others who have similar plans.

I can't understand why the FCC didn't announce
its plans to do this long ago, rather than inducing me
and many others to rely on the FCC's Rules and policy
statements. Isn't it time for the Clinton-FCC to do
something that favors the little guy, instead of the
big-buck monopolists?

Sincerely,

/S/

Joel D. Barnes



Italia TV, Inc.
Box 516

Steele, Alabama 35987

The Honorable Rachalle B. Chong May 5, 1995
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 844, Stop Code 0103
Washington, D.C. 20554

Request That 800 MHz SMR Not Become Nextel's Monopoly

Dear Commissioner Chong:

I must ask you to contact the FCC for me and ask
them not to retroactively revoke my SMR licenses, as
my attorneys and engineers now advise that the FCC, in
effect, plans to do, resulting in a monopoly for
Nextel.

Apparently, the FCC is about to give Nextel the
option of buying every MTA for a pittance (as no one
else has enough channels in them to do channels swaps
with existing licensees, like me) and then to force
existing licensees to accept whatever channels Nextel
will swap for them. This will leave me and many
others with spectrum that will make it impossible for
me and others to operate them on an interconnected
basis, as I had planned and contracted to do with
other licensees. Simply put, Nextel will be giving me
channels that may be similar but different from the
channels that I have, which will transmit differently
from different transmitter sites. This seems so
unfair and likely illegal. It seems to be the FCC 's
way of picking a few more auction dollars while gi ving
Nextel a virtually certain monopoly in 800 MHz SMR.

The FCC should not to take any such action, as
many SMR licensees like me have relied in good faith
on the FCC I S long standing SMR rules, and have spent
considerable time and money researching markets,
obtaining FCC licenses, slow growth authorizations,

- and affiliating with others who have similar plans.

I can't understand why the FCC didn't announce
its plans to do this long ago, rather than inducing me
and many others to rely on the FCC's Rules and policy
statements. Isn I t it time for the Clinton-FCC to do
something that favors the little guy, instead of the
big-buck monopolists?

Sincerely,

lsi

Joel D. Barnes



Italia TV, Inc.
Box 516

Steele, Alabama 35987

The Honorable Reed E. Hundt, Chairman May 6, 1995
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 814, stop Code 0101
Washington, D.C. 20554

Request That 800 MHz SMR Not Become Nextel' s Monopoly

Dear Chairman Hundt:

I must ask you to contact the FCC for me and ask
them not to retroactively revoke my SMR licenses, as
my attorneys and engineers now advise that the FCC, in
effect, plans to do, resulting in a monopoly for
Nextel.

Apparently, the FCC is about to give Nextel the
option of buying every MTA for a pittance (as no one
else has enough channels in them to do channels swaps
with existing licensees, like me) and then to force
existing licensees to accept whatever cbannels Nextel
will swap for them. This will leave me and many
others with spectrum that will make it impossible for
me and others to operate them on an interconnected
basis, as I had planned and contracted to do with
other licensees. Simply put, Nextel will be giving me
channels that may be similar but different from the
channels that I have, which will transmit differently
from different transmitter sites. This seems so
unfair and likely illegal. It seems to be the FCC 1 S

way of picking a few more auction dollars while givinq
Nextel a virtually certain monopoly in 800 MHz SMR.

The FCC should not to take any such action, as
many SMR licensees like me have relied in good faith
on the FCC I S long standing SMR rules, and have spent
considerable time and money researching markets,
obtaining FCC licenses, slow growth authorizations,
and affiliating with others who have similar plans.

I can't understand why the FCC didn't announce
its plans to do this long ago, rather than inducing me
and many others to rely on the FCC's Rules and policy
statements. Isn't it time for the Clinton-FCC to do
something that favors the little guy, instead of the
big-buck monopolists?

Sincerely,
/S/

Joel D. Barnes



Italia TV, Inc.
Box 516

Steele, Alabama 35987

The Honorable Susan P. Ness May 6, 1995
Federal Communications Commission
1919 "M" Street, N.W. Room 832, Stop Code 0104
Washington, D.C. 20554

Request That 800 MHz SMR Not Become Nextel's Monopoly

Dear Commissioner Ness:

I must ask you to contact the FCC for me and ask
them not to retroactively revoke my SMR licenses, as
my attorneys and engineers now advise that the FCC, in
effect, plans to do, resulting in a monopoly for
Nextel.

Apparently, the FCC is about to give Nextel the
option of buying every MTA for a pittance (as no one
else has enough channels in them to do channels swaps
with existing licensees, like me) and then to force
existing licensees to accept whatever channels Nextel
will swap for them. This will leave me and many
others with spectrum that will make it impossible for
me and others to operate them on an interconnected
basis, as I had planned and contracted to do with
other licensees. Simply put, Nextel will be giving me
channels that may be similar but different from the
channels that I have, which will transmit differently
from different transmitter sites. This seems so
unfair and likely illegal. It seems to be the FCC f S

way of picking a few more auction dollars while 9ivinq
Nextel a virtually certain monopoly in 800 MHz SMR.

The FCC should not to take any such action, as
many SMR licensees like me have relied in good faith
on the FCC's long standing SMR rules, and have spent
considerable time and money researching markets,
obtaining FCC licenses, slow growth authorizations,
and affiliating with others who have similar plans.

I can't understand why the FCC didn't announce
its plans to do this long ago, rather than inducing me
and many others to rely on the FCC's Rules and policy
statements. Isn't it time for the Clinton-FCC to do
something that favors the little guy, instead of the
big-buck monopolists?

Sincerely,
/S/

Joel D. Barnes


